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The goal of this paper is to make the communication norms underlying various LAP (Language/Action Perspective) workflow loop models (DEMO, ActionWorkflow) explicit and to contrast them with auditing norms. The transaction paradigm of DEMO and the customer satisfaction orientation of Action Workflow lead to norms which resemble the ones required by internal control, but there are some important differences. We propose a framework for the normative analysis of communication structures in which customer relations and agency relations are distinguished. Whereas most LAP approaches do not take agency relations explicitly into account, the extended workflow loop model allows us to analyze the effects of delegation on communicative structures.
Action workflow NORMS
The Language/Action Perspective [9] is not only based on Speech Act Theory, but also imposes a certain structure on the communication processes. In the case of DEMO [3], this is the transaction paradigm (order phase, execution phase, result phase), in the case of ActionWorkflow, the ActionWorkflow loop (preparation, negotiation, performance, acceptance). This imposed structure excludes certain “ill-formed” processes. Data-oriented approaches do not impose much: it is not difficult to draw a use case diagram that is syntactically correct, but does not make any sense as communication.  Some process-oriented approaches in business process modelling are based on Petri Nets. Petri Nets have the advantage that formal verification techniques can be used to test certain properties. However, a Petri Net in itself does not impose more communication structure on the process than a data-oriented approach. 
A major advantage of the LAP approaches – the structure they impose – is sometimes also a point of criticism. According to some researchers, the workflow loop is too restrictive [7]. It is said that in practice the analyst is confronted with situations that do not adhere to the workflow loop principle. The crucial question is not whether such situations occur, but whether such a deviation is good or bad. If the deviation is useful, then apparently, LAP is too restrictive. If the deviation turns out to be a distorted communication process, then it is an advantage that the LAP model indicates how this process must be redesigned. However, in order to make a strong case for the advantage of such a prescriptive application of the model, it is essential that the normative principles underlying it are explicated. 
ActionWorkflow ([5,2]) is a LAP theory about the organization of work and relies on theoretical work of  [9]. ActionWorkflow can be seen as generic business framework, or a business process and workflow analysis and modelling method, and is also the name of a supporting software tool. It uses the ‘work is a closed loop’ idea. According to [2], traditional workflow management methods have been production-centered, focusing on efficiency and control, whereas their approach is satisfaction-oriented, with a central focus on commitments, conditions of satisfaction and timely completion.
The ActionWorkflow is recommended for improving the customer satisfaction; it is realized that in practice, the loop is often not closed. “Incomplete work flows invariantly cause breakdowns, and if they persist, they give rise to complaints and bad feelings that interfere with the ultimate purpose of work – to satisfy the customer” [2]. It is stated that “many of the problems that plague organizations are connected with persistently incomplete work flows”. Indeed, incompleteness of workflows is an important although not the only possible deficiency. 
For the purpose of norm analysis, we can conclude that “closing the loop” is a very important underlying norm of the Action Workflow approach. The approach incorporates some important principles: (a) work in organizations is done for or on behalf of somebody, (b) task assignment should be followed up by task evaluation, and (c) facts derive from actions having been performed, so fact creation (as part of the task evaluation) is preceded by task assignment. Moreover, it is based on the principle that communication is a joint action [4] and therefore communication always requires acceptance or  agreement.
INTERNAL CONTROL NORMS
The information system in an organization provides the information  to its actors to execute and coordinate their tasks. According to audit theory, an organization does not only need an information system, but also an internal control system to secure trustworthiness of the registered information and to control potential errors. According to [6], internal control is needed when an organization has a delegated task structure which allows agents to establish commitments on behalf of the organization, to employ certain funds, goods or products. The principal that has delegated such activities will have the evident need to control the agent that performs these activities. However, delegating an activity does not mean that the responsibility for this activity is delegated as well. Instead, it introduces a control task for the person that delegated a task to another person. This is where, among other reasons, communication comes in: since the principal responsible for that control task most often cannot personally observe the performance of operating tasks, he must rely on documentary evidence (evidence function). On the other hand, to protect himself, the executing party (the agent) must be able to prove the completion of an activity (preventative function).
AN EXTENDED FRAMEWORK
On the basis of the analysis of LAP and internal control theory, we have developed an extended framework for modelling business communication. The framework takes the contractual relationship between two actors as its starting point. In this contractual or reciprocal relationship, there are at least two services exchanged (usually, one service is a payment). The performer of one service is the beneficiary of the other. Let us concentrate on one of the services. The next step is that the actor responsible for this service delegates his task to an agent. Although the task, or part of it, can be delegated to an agent, the delegating actor still keeps a relationship and responsibility to the other party. We call this a  contractual relationship, whether there is a written contract or not. ActionWorkflow provides us with the functional roles of customer and performer. We rename performer into agent and the customer into beneficiary in order to integrate this perspective into agency theory.


Figure 1: The extended workflow loop model
From DEMO, we take the workflow control roles of initiator and executor, to which we add the evaluator role. Instead of using the specific DEMO (order, execution, result) and ActionWorkflow (preparation, negotiation, performance, and acceptance) workflow loop phases, we use the neutral terminology of initiation (I), execution (X), and evaluation (E). These are tasks. These tasks are interconnected by conversations: the actagenic conversation and the factagenic conversation. Tasks and conversations together are constitutive of the communication loop. The workflow loop is a specific kind of communication loop.
From internal control theory, we derive the distinction in operational and control tasks. We define the functional role of principal to be responsible for the control tasks. As he is the one who delegated the task, he is also the one who has the contractual relationship with the beneficiary. The control loop is also a specific kind of communication loop. The extended workflow loop model is presented in Fig.1. 
Agency means that a relation between an agent and some principal exist, where the agent executes work on behalf of a principal. According to [8], an agent has a responsibility for the conduct of an operation. As an agent, he also acts for somebody: the beneficiary. So he has a double responsibility: he acts on behalf of someone and he acts for (to the benefit of) someone. This means that every organizational event is, communicatively speaking, doubly embedded – in the universe of the agent, with his or her preoccupation with instrumentality on the one hand, and, on the other, in the universe of experience of the beneficiary for whom the patient (the goods or service offered) is not just a body to be regulated and operated on, but something affecting his or her well-being.
     In practice, we will often encounter the following interpretation of figure 1. There is an employee (agent) who performs some service to a customer (beneficiary) on behalf of an organization represented by a manager (principal). The beneficiary can be inside or outside the organization. In some special cases, like a secretary performing jobs for the boss who hired him, the beneficiary and manager/principal are the same subject.
LAP norms made explicit
1.	    Using the extended framework, it is possible now to formulate much more precisely the norms that apply to the workflow loop (the customer relationship), the control loop (the agency relationship), the contract relation, and their interdependencies. In this way, it is  possible to assess the quality of the communication processes in an organization at the structural level (it does not address yet the realization − media choice, message format etc).  The following list is a first attempt towards an explicit formulation of workflow loop norms. It is based on a list of norms extracted from the LAP approaches combined with norms derived from internal control theory. 
2.	Any action performed by some actor must have a beneficiary.
3.	For any delegation relationship, a distinction must be made between the operational  (work) and the control task. These two tasks are executed by two different subjects, the agent and principal, respectively.
4.	If a work task exists, there should also be a corresponding initiating conversation. The task should follow the initiating conversation. If the task is a delegated one, the initiating conversation must be backed by a contract or delegation relationship between principal and initiator.
5.	If a work task exists, its corresponding evaluation conversation should exist as well and should always follow the task. If the task is a delegated one, the evaluation conversation must be backed by a contract or delegation relationship between principal and evaluator.
6.	The beneficiary should be involved in the initiating conversation and the evaluation conversation.
7.	The principal should be both the initiator and the evaluator of the control loop.
8.	The control task should be furnished by supporting documents. Supporting documents should be generated by a source independent of the agent responsible for the work task.
9.	The control task should be closed with a performative statement from the principal. 
10.	The performative statement of the control task should be received by or be accessible to the agent.

The norms have been formulated in such a way that they do not only apply in the case of a single delegation relationship, but also in the case of more complex situations (recursive delegation,  multiple agents). An example is described in the full paper. 
Conclusion
We claim that an extended workflow model that considers both customer relations and agency relations is needed to chart complex organizational communication situations. LAP, internal control and possibly other norms can be applied to assess the situation. Quality management activities as described in [1] may be used to improve upon the current communication situation. Thus, this framework may prove to be a helpful tool in optimizing organizational communication patterns and semiotics. At least, it allows to formulate important questions that are unexpressible in most of the current business modelling approaches. 
    There are many things that can still be done. We do not have a practical way of modelling (diagram technique) yet. Even more important is the way of  working, the way that the model is built up. In our view, there should be a recursive method based on the principle of delegation (introducing new agency relations) and outsourcing (introducing new customer relations). For a certain organization or department, one can start with identifying the contract relations with all stakeholders in which the organization is the performing actor. Then the model can be worked out by applying delegation and outsourcing tranformations. Each transformation should preserve the validity of the communicative norms, or at least a warning should be given when some norm is violated for some reason. In this way, only meaningful and valid communication structures can be derived. Reengineering can start from a given situation and create a new situation by retracting existing relations and introducing new ones. In both cases, additional quality assessment is needed to determine whether the new situation improves on the old one. 
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